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Summary

This memorandum addresses issues briefed or otherwise commented upon in the above-referenced
proceeding. Section A ligsthe issues briefed by interested parties and section B andyzesthe
comments of the interested parties and provides our recommendations for each of the issues.

Background

On September 10, 2002, the Department of Commerce (the Department) published the preliminary
results of thisreview. See Notice of Preliminary Results of Antidumping Duty Administrative
Review: Polytetrafluoroethylene Resin from Italy, 67 FR 57376 (September 10, 2001)
(Preliminary Results). The period of review (POR) is August 1, 2000, through July 31, 2001. We
invited parties to comment on the Preliminary Results The petitioner, E.I. DuPont de Nemours &
Company (DuPont), and the respondent, Ausmont S.p.A. and its subsidiary Ausmont U.SA., Inc.
(Ausimont),! submitted case briefs on October 10, 2002, and rebuttal briefs on October 17, 2002.

1 Wewill refer to Ausimont SpA and Ausimont USA collectively as“Ausimont,” unless indicated
otherwise in this memorandum.
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The Department rejected, and requested resubmission of, DuPont’ s rebuttal brief on October 28,
2002, because that brief advanced a new argument not present in the petitioner’ s case brief and not
responsive to argumentsin the respondent’ s case brief. The petitioner resubmitted its rebutta brief on
October 30, 2002. On October 31, 2002, the Department rejected the petitioner’ s resubmitted
rebuttal brief, as the new information was not redacted from the attachment. The petitioner resubmitted
its rebuttal brief on November 1, 2002.

On October 31, 2002, the Department issued a second supplemental questionnaire to Ausmont, asa
result of issuesraised in the briefs. Ausmont submitted its response to this questionnaire on November
14, 2002, and the petitioner submitted comments on Ausimont’ s response on November 25, 2002.

A public hearing was held on December 9, 2002, at which the parties discussed the case and rebuittal
briefs, aswdl as Ausmont’ s second supplemental questionnaire response and the petitioner’s
November 25, 2002, comments.

A. | ssues

Comment 1:  Unreported further manufactured sales

Comment 2:  Calculation of the constructed export price profit ratio

Comment 3:  Application of the special rule

Comment4:  Treatment of sales of off-spec merchandise

Comment 5:  Treatment of negative margins

Comment 6:  Packing expenses for further-manufactured sales

Comment 7:  Issuance of draft final results

Comment 8:  Factory overhead and general and administrative expenses for further-
manufactured sales

B. Discussion of I ssues

Comment 1:  Unreported further-manufactured sales

Inits case brief, the petitioner argues that Ausmont may have substantially understated its U.S. sales of
subject merchandise. According to the petitioner, the respondent’ s “ Summary of Reactor Bead
Consumption,” included as part of its response to the Department’ s supplementa questionnaire,
indicates an amount of subject wet raw polymer was consumed to make “ non-subject merchandise.”
The petitioner arguesthat if this non-subject merchandise isin fact further-processed wet reactor bead
used in products sold in the United States, then the Department must consider these sales within the
scope of the review and the find dumping anadlysis must include these transactions. If the Department
does not consider these sales, the petitioner contends that the results of the review will be distorted. In
addition, the petitioner requested that the Department ask Ausimont to specify the quantity of the
imported wet reactor bead classfied as*non-subject merchandise’ that resulted in U.S., sdles. If
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Ausmont is unable to fully account for the wet reactor bead, the petitioner argues the Department
should, asfacts available, assgn the highest margin of any further-manufactured import to this quantity
of wet reactor bead in caculating the margin for the find results of this review.

Ausimont, in its rebutta brief, states that the wet reactor bead in question consisted of reactor bead that
was not subject merchandise when imported as it was contaminated and could not have been used in
the production of PTFE resin. For support, Ausimont cites Granular Polytetrafluoroethylene Resin
from Italy; Final Affirmative Determination of Circumvention of Antidumping Duty Order,?in
which the Department stated that “ PTFE wet raw polymer is the intermediate product from which
Ausmont produces granular PTFE resin in the United States.”  The respondent argues that, since the
reactor bead was not capable of being processed into scope merchandise when it was imported, then
the sdles must be considered outside the scope and not included in the find dumping andyss.

In its November 14, 2002, response to the Department’ s second supplementa questionnaire, Ausmont
regffirms its position that wet raw polymer that is not or cannot be manufactured into granular PTFE
resin is outsde the scope of the antidumping duty order and should not be included in the results of this
adminidrative review. Ausmont argues that, when the petitioner requested that the Department initiate
a scope determination, it specificaly asked the Department to determine whether “imported products
completed or assembled in the United States fall within the scope of the order.” Furthermore,
Ausmont daims that the Department’ sinitiation and investigation in the anti-circumvention inquiry was
limited to wet reactor bead imported into the United States and manufactured into granular PTFE resin
products covered by the antidumping duty order. Findly, Ausmont provided an affidavit from its Chief
Financid Officer confirming that the unreported wet raw polymer was incapable of being manufactured
into granular PTFE resin. Asaresult, Ausmont damsthat it has correctly identified the relevant
merchandise as hon-scope wet reactor bead that could not be manufactured into granular PTFE resin
and, accordingly, did not report the sales of merchandise further manufactured fromit.

The petitioner, in its November 25, 2002, comments on Ausmont’ s second supplementa questionnaire
response, argues that Ausimont offers no factua support for its arguments. According to the petitioner,
the Department’ s circumvention order clearly Satesthat PTFE wet raw polymer fals within the scope
of the review. In fact, the petitioner notes that in the 1996/1997 review, the Department used home
market sales of wet raw polymer to establish norma vaue for shipments of wet raw polymer to the
United States. The petitioner contends that Ausimont reported its home market sales of wet raw
polymer in that review because they are, in fact, scope merchandise.

Furthermore, the petitioner argues that Ausimont’ s contention that the unreported quantity of wet raw
polymer was incgpable of being manufactured into granular resinisirrdevant given that the Department
has previoudy stated that imports of subject merchandise are considered subject merchandise even if

2 B8 FR 26100, 26101 (April 30, 1993) (Final Circumvention Deter mination).
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they are used to produce merchandise that is outside the scope of an order.® In addition, the petitioner
notes that Ausimont has provided no factua support for its distinction between PTFE wet raw polymer
and “contaminated” wet raw polymer. The petitioner does dlow that if the imported merchandise was
not PTFE wet raw polymer, and if this fact was fully documented by Ausmont, then the materiad would
not be in the scope of the antidumping duty order. The petitioner states that Since no evidence of this
digtinction was provided by Ausmont then the Department is justified in gpplying total adverse facts
available and assigning Ausmont amargin of 55 percent, the highest margin from any segment of the
proceeding (from the initiation notice). If the Department decides to use the data on the record to
cdculate amargin for the unreported sales, the petitioner argues that the Department should identify the
further-manufactured sale with the largest unit value and gpply the U.S. price and unit margin
components to the calculation.

Department’ s position We agree, in part, with the petitioner. In the Final Circumvention
Determination, the Department determined that “PTFE wet raw polymer, the imported product
subject to thisinquiry, fals within the scope of the antidumping duty order on granular PTFE resin from
Italy,”* without reference to the ultimate use of the wet raw polymer and without requiring any kind of
end-use certification from Ausmont. In each subsequent review, the Department has included “PTFE
wet raw polymer exported from Italy to the United States” in the scope of the review.®> At no point has
the Department specificaly excluded wet raw polymer used to manufacture products other than
granular PTFE resin from the scope of the antidumping order. In fact, in the 1996-1997 review,
Ausmont reported, and the Department used, home market sales of wet raw polymer as normd vaue
without consdering whether that wet raw polymer was or could have been used to produce granular
PTFE resin. We note that the scope of the order does specifically exclude “ PTFE dispersons in water
and fine powders.”®

Because Ausimont believed the products in question were outside the scope, the Department provided
it with another opportunity to supply the missing information. On October 31, 2002, the Department
issued a second supplementa questionnaire to Ausimont requesting that the company “report al saes
of further-manufactured wet raw polymer, regardiess of whether the finished product itsdlf is scope
merchandisg’” and complete Section E for those sdles. Furthermore, the Department acknowledged

3 See petitioner’s November 25, 2002 submission at 4, citing Certain Alloy and Carbon Hot-Rolled Bars,
Rods, and Semifinished Products of Special Bar Quality Engineered Steel From Brazil; Final Determination of
Sales at Less Than Fair Value, 58 FR 31496 (June 3, 1993).

“ See Final Circumvention Determination at 26100.

5 See, e.g., Notice of Final Results of Antidumping Duty Administrative Review: Granular
Polytetrafluoroethylene Resin From Italy, 67 FR 1960, 1961 (January 15, 2002).

6Seeld.

" See October 31, 2002, |etter from the Department to Ausimont.
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Ausmont’ s arguments that such sales are outside the scope of order, stated that it would consider
Ausmont’s arguments for the find results of thisreview, and reiterated that Ausmont “must report al
further-manufactured sales of wet raw polymer for the Department’ sreview.”® In its November 14,
2002, response, Ausmont refused to report such saes and again argued that wet raw polymer that is
not or cannot be processed into granular PTFE resin isitself outside the scope of the order. In
addition, Ausmont’s Chief Financid Officer certified that the unreported wet raw polymer could not
have been manufactured into granular PTFE resin.

We find Ausmont’s arguments unconvincing. The plain language of the scope dearly includes wet raw
polymer in the scope of thisreview. Furthermore, Ausmont has provided no documents that
definitively demongtrate that the imported merchandise was @) contaminated, b) chemicaly digtinct from
PTFE, or ¢) entered the United States as something other than PTFE. We note that Ausmont itsalf
included the volume of the salesin question in its entries of subject merchandise, reported in its section
A response. If the unreported wet raw polymer was chemically different from wet raw polymer used to
make PTFE resin, and the respondent was able to document this fact, then the Department could
consder whether the merchandise is part of the scope of the antidumping order. In thisreview, the
Department lacks the information to determine whether the unreported wet raw polymer is not subject
to this review, despite specifically requesting this information from the respondent. Therefore, in these
fina results, we are relying on the plain language of the scope and including dl ses of PTFE wet raw
polymer regardless of whether it could be or was further manufactured into granular PTFE resin.

Because Ausmont did not report a substantia quantity of further-manufactured sales, we have
determined that Ausimont failed to act to the best of its ahility to comply with the request for information
and an adverse inference is warranted, in accordance with section 776(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as
amended (the Act). However, we disagree with the petitioner that the facts of this case require the
Department to caculate the overal margin using total adverse facts available. Ausmont has provided
additional data and clarification in response to other requests by the Department, but failed to comply
with the Department’ s request regarding its unreported further-manufactured sdes. Therefore, as

partid facts available, we are gpplying the highest calculated margin from any segment of this
proceeding to the quantity of unreported sales. In this case, the highest calculated margin was 46.46
percent, which was the margin caculated in the initid investigation.

The find margin from the investigation was caculated using actud, verified data. To determine whether
thismargin bears arationa relaionship to the probability of dumping, we reviewed the marginsin more
recently completed reviews and adso looked at the positive margins calculated on further-manufactured
sdesin the current review. We note that we caculated asmilar margin (45.72 percent) in the 1996-
1997 review of thiscase. Furthermore, the find margin from the investigation is wel within the range of
margins cdculated on further-manufactured salesin the current review. Therefore, we conclude that it

81d.
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is gppropriate to apply in this review the fina margin from the investigation to the unreported U.S. sdes
of further manufactured wet raw polymer.

Comment 2:  Calculation of the constructed export price profit ratio

The petitioner argues that when the Department applied a constructed export price (CEP) profit ratio
based on Ausimont’ s financia statements, the Department did not follow its standard practice of
caculaing CEP profit usng the respondent’ s data when such dataiis avalable. In addition, the
petitioner clamsthat, in using the financid statements, the Department acted contrary to the Satute,
which states that if the Department requested cost of production data related to sales then it should
caculate the CEP ratio from the requested information. The petitioner notes that section 772(f) of the
Act provides three hierarchicd methods for caculating CEP profit: the first method uses expense data
made available to the Department when conducting a saes-below-cost investigation, and the second
and third methods use information provided in the respondent’ s financia statements.

The petitioner notes that the Department did request a*“full response” to Section D of the questionnaire
in aletter to Ausmont. However, the petitioner argues that Ausmont did not provide afull response
because it did not provide congtructed vaue (CV) information for products that were sold in the United
States, but not in the home market. Furthermore, the petitioner contends that it informed the
Department of this deficiency on February 22, 2002, and recommended that the Department request
Ausmont provide cost datafor al control numbers; however, the Department failed to do so. Asa
result, the petitioner notes that the Department was unable to caculate the CEP profit ratio and,
therefore, has understated Ausmont’s margin in the preliminary results. The petitioner recommends
that the Department use facts available to caculate the CEP profit rate based on the actua revenues
and expenses provided by Ausmont for sales of the subject merchandise in the home market and
United States.

Ausmont, in itsreply brief, argues that the petitioner isincorrect in stating that the Satute requires the
reporting of CV information not otherwise required solely to enable the Department to caculate the
CEP profit ratio. The respondent states that the Department did not require Ausimont to submit a CVv
database because dl U.S. sdes have identica or smilar matches. Therefore, the Department should
not gpply facts available because the information the petitioner claimsis missing was not specificaly
requested and there isinformation on the record enabling the Department to calculate CEP profit
(namely, Ausmont’ sfinancid satements).

Department’s position: We agree with the petitioner and, in the fina results of this review, we have
caculated CEP profit usng Ausmont’s data. However, with regard to the petitioner’ s argument that
we should have required Ausmont to submit CV information for dl products sold in the United States,
we notethat section 351.402(d)(3) of the Department’ s regulations states that “the Secretary will not
require the reporting of costs of production solely for purposes of determining the amount of profit to be
deducted from the constructed export price.” Furthermore, in the letter accompanying the
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Department’ s questionnaire, the Department instructed Ausimont to respond to the * constructed vaue
portion of section D with respect to products or models sold in the United States for which you had no
sdes of comparable merchandise in the home or third country market.”

In the preliminary results, the Department was unable to calculate CEP profit because the respondent
reported a product-specific general and adminigtrative (G&A) expense amount, rather than asingle
G&A rétio cdculated from the respondent’ s financid statements. Absent a complete constructed vaue
database, the Department can calculate a cost of production for each U.S. sale using the total cost of
manufacturing (provided for matching purposes), a G& A ratio, and an interest expenseratio. Inthis
case, Ausmont reported an interest expenseratio (in its cost of production database) and tota cost of
manufacturing for each U.S. sde, but did not report asingle G&A ratio. We note that we have
accepted Ausmont’s product-specific G& A expensesin past reviews, however, the Department’s
norma practice isto require dl respondents to calculate asingle G& A ratio based on ther financia
datements. In thisreview, Ausmont was put on notice that the Department was no longer accepting its
methodology and that it would have to comply with the Department’s normal practice. Inthe
Department’ sfirst supplemental questionnaire, issued on August 8, 2002, we requested that Ausimont
“caculate asngle G& A ratio by following the ingtructionsin questions [11.C.3 and 111.D.1 of the
Department’ s section D questionnaire.” In its September 17, 2002, response, Ausmont argued that its
product-specific G& A cdculation “ congtitutes the most accurate caculation of this expense for the cost
database” In addition, Ausmont noted that the concept of “production costs’ in an Itdian financid
gtatement is not the equivalent of the U.S. concept of “cost of goods sold” (COGS); therefore,
Ausimont was unable to divide by the COGS number as requested.

In the Department’ s second supplementa questionnaire, we acknowledged Ausmont’s arguments
regarding the product-specific G& A and stated “ nonethel ess, you must recalculate your G& A expense
based on your financid statements, as the Department originaly requested. Failure to do so may result
in the Department’ s gpplication of facts available.” Inits response to the second supplemental
questionnaire, Ausmont reiterated its earlier arguments, again sating that, because Itdian financid
gatements do not contain an ana ogous concept to COGS, Ausmont was unable to comply with the
Department’ s request.

We note that Ausmont could have caculated a COGS by using the income statement used in preparing
itsfinancid statements, to classify each component of “production costs” as COGS, financid expense,
G&A expense, or Hling expense. Infact, thisis precisdy the method Ausmont used in its response to
the petitioner’s cost dlegation in the 12" adminigtrative review.® In that review, we did not accept
Ausmont’s caculation in our cost investigation initiation Smply because it was new information after the
cost alegation was filed, not because we objected to the company’ s calculation.® In addition, inits

® See petitioner’ s November 25, 2002, |etter to the Department at Attachment A.

10 See Sales Below the Cost of Production memorandum to Gary Taverman from David Layton and Magd
Zaok, dated February 5, 2001, at 4.



8

September 17, 2002, response to the Department’ s supplemental questionnaire, Ausimont noted that,
in caculating itsfinancia expense, it was necessary to deduct certain items from the “cost of
production” reported on its parent company’ s financia statement “to put the reported COP on the
same basis asthe U.S. concept of COGS.” Clearly, Ausmont understands how to derive a COGS
from the cost of production reported in Itdian financia statements. Furthermore, other European
respondents face this same problem, yet they are dso able to cdculate a COGS and asingle G& A
ratio.t

Because Ausmont did not properly caculate its G& A ratio as requested by the Department on three
separate occasons, we have determined that Ausmont failed to act to the best of its ability to comply
with the request for information and an adverse inference is warranted, in accordance with section
776(b) of the Act. We note that the petitioner has requested that we calculate CEP profit by applying
the lowest ratio of expensesto sdes revenues of any control number to al U.S. saleswith missing cost
data. However, we note that, because the respondent provided tota cost of manufacturing data for al
U.S. sdes and complete cost informetion for al home market sdes (including asingle interest expense
ratio), we only need asingle G& A ratio to caculate CEP profit. Asaresult, as partid adverse facts
available, we have used the lowest product-specific G& A expense to calculate a cost of production for
each home market and U.S. sdle, and, thereby, caculate CEP profit.

Section 776(c) of the Act provides that when the Department relies on secondary information rather
than on information obtained in the course of an investigation or review, the adminigtering authority or
the Commission, as the case may be, shdl, to the extent practicable, corroborate that information from
independent sources that are reasonably at their disposal. In this case, as adverse facts available, we
are not using secondary information. See 19 CFR 351.308(c)(2). Accordingly, the G& A ratio we are
using is not subject to the corroboration requirement.

Comment 3:  Application of the special rule

The petitioner argues that the Department correctly denied the respondent’ s request to invoke the
soecid rule? regarding further-manufactured merchandise. According to the petitioner, Ausmont

! See, e.g., Stainless Seel Bar from Italy; Final Determination, 67 FR 3155, 3157 (January 23, 2002) and
accompanying I ssues and Decision Memorandum at Comment 31; Stainless Steel Plate in CoilsfromItaly;
Preliminary Results of Antidumping Administrative Review, 67 FR 39677, 39680 (June 10, 2002); Certain Pasta from
Italy; Final Results of Antidumping Administrative Review, 67 FR 77852 (December 13, 2000) and accompanying
I ssues and Decision Memorandum at Comment 21.

12 Section 772(e) of the Act states: “ Special Rule for Merchandise With Value Added After Importation.
Where the subject merchandise isimported by aperson affiliated with the exporter or producer, and the value added
in the United States by the affiliated person islikely to exceed substantially the value of the subject merchandise, the
administering authority shall determine the constructed export price for such merchandise by using one of the
following pricesif thereis a sufficient quantity of salesto provide areasonable basis for comparison and the
administering authority determines that the use of such salesis appropriate: (1) The price of identical subject
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began importing and further processing wet reactor bead (the merchandise currently being further
processed into PTFE products in the United States) to circumvent the antidumping order. Asaresult,
the petitioner filed an anti-circumvention case. Despite the fact that the Department found that imports
of wet reactor bead were circumventing the order, and therefore included imports of such merchandise
in the scope of the order, the petitioner notes that the respondent repeatedly requests the Department
ignore itsimports of wet reactor bead and invoke the specid rule. The petitioner claims that, if the
Department does not calculate amargin for saes of the further- manufactured wet reactor beed, it
would, in effect, be dlowing respondent to circumvent the order.

Inits case brief, Ausmont argues that the Department abused its discretion by refusing to apply the
gpecid rule to Ausmont’ s further-manufactured sales. Furthermore, Ausmont contends thet, if the
Department does not employ the specid rule in the find results of thisreview, it should compare
further-manufactured merchandise to CV in the margin calculation, as there are no sales of wet reactor
bead in the home market.

Ausmont notes that, according to the Federd Circuit, the Department must reasonably exercise its
discretion in determining whether the specid rule should be applied and, in this matter, the Department
has not acted reasonably.™® In addition, Ausimont argues that the value added in the United States
exceeds 65 percent of the price charged to the first unaffiliated purchaser, the threshold set by the
Department for application of the specid rule. Ausmont further states that the Department’ s decision
not to apply the specid rule in past adminidrative reviewsisirrdevant to thisreview. In support of its
position, Ausmont cites three reasons as to why the Department should reconsider its past decisonsin
light of the specific information presented in thisreview.

Firg, Ausmont notes that U.S. sdes of imported PTFE resin provide a sufficient quantity to be used as
abassfor comparison. Ausmont argues that this fact, dong with the fact that the proportion of
imported PTFE resin salesto sdes of further-manufactured PTFE resin has increased, indicates that the
gpplication of the specid rule iswarranted and that the use of the imported PTFE resin sdleswould
produce more accurate results than in prior reviews. Second, Ausmont contends that the Department’s
use of the traditiond rule, as opposed to the specid rule, in the preliminary determination has produced

merchandise sold by the exporter or producer to an unaffiliated person. (2) The price of other subject merchandise
sold by the exporter or producer to an unaffiliated person. If thereis not a sufficient quantity of salesto provide a
reasonabl e basis for comparison under paragraph (1) or (2), or the administering authority determines that neither of
the prices described in such paragraphsis appropriate, then the constructed export price may be determined on any
other reasonable basis.”

13 See RHP Bearings Ltd. v. United States, 288 F. 3d. 1334 (Fed. Cir. 2002) (RHP Bearings).
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flawed results. Ausimont notes that both the Department* and the Court of International Trade™ have
sated that wet raw polymer and PTFE resin are dissmilar and there is no reasonable expectation that
the two products would have smilar selling prices. Furthermore, Ausmont argues that the Department,
in the 1996-1997 review, identified home market sdes of wet raw polymer as the rdevant home
market salesfor price-based matches. According to Ausmont, these statements indicate that it is
ingppropriate to match wet raw polymer to finished PTFE resin. Third, Ausmont notesthe CIT has
held that the Department must apply its regulations rationaly to al smilarly situated respondents.’®
Ausmont argues that the Department, in past determinations, has gpplied the specid rulein smilar
Stuations when the percentage of imported sdesto tota sdeswas smilar to Ausmont’sin thisreview.
Based on these three reasons, Ausmont maintains that Commerce should apply the specid ruleto
Ausmont’ s further-manufactured sdesin this review.

Finadly, Ausmont arguesthat, if the Department should decide not to apply the specid rule, the
Department should use CV for the cdculation of norma vaue for wet reactor bead. Ausmont notes,
as discussed above, that the Department, in past reviews, has stated that wet raw polymer and finished
resn are o dissmilar that there is no expectation of amilar salling prices. In order to match its further-
manufactured sdlesto CV, Ausmont proposes that the Department select the lowest G& A vaue from
the home market cost data when calculating CV because wet raw polymer would absorb lower costs
as an intermediate, as opposed to a finished, product.

Initsreply brief, the petitioner again argues that the Department correctly denied the respondent’s
request to invoke the specia rule regarding further-manufactured merchandise. The petitioner notes
that the Department is under no obligation to gpply the specid rule. Instead, the statute provides the
Department with the discretion to apply the specid rule in Stuations that would prove to be an
adminigrative burden to the Department and would not detract from the accuracy of its andysis.

According to the petitioner, Ausmont’s request to use the sales of imported PTFE resin as a proxy for
sdes of further-manufactured PTFE resin would produce an inaccurate calculation of the margin, as
further-manufactured sales are a sgnificant percentage of Ausmont'stota U.S. sales. Asaresult, the
petitioner contends that the Department’ s decision not to gpply the specid rule is consistent with its
“overriding mandate to caculate accurate dumping margins.™!’ In addition, the petitioner arguesthat, in

14 Granular PTFE resin from Italy, Final Results of Antidumping Administrative Review, 63 FR 49080 -
49082 (Sept. 14, 1998)

15 Ausimont SpA v. United States, 2001 Ct. Intl. Trade, LEXIS128, at * 68.
16 Carpenter Technology Corp. V. United States, 2002 Ct. Intl. Trade, LEXIS76 at * 20.
17 See petitioner’ s rebuttal brief at 8, citing Tapered Roller Bearings and Parts Thereof, Finished and

Unfinished, From Japan, and Tapered Roller Bearings, Four Inches or Lessin Outside Diameter, and Components
Thereof, from Japan, 63 FR 2558, 2560 (January 15, 1998).
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this review, dthough the vaue added through further manufacturing is sgnificant, the caculation of the
margin for further-manufactured sales can easily be performed.

The petitioner dso argues that Ausmont has misstated the law and facts of this review to support its
arguments in requesting the use of the specid rule. The petitioner maintains thet the Department’s
decison to rgect Ausmont’s request for the gpplication of the specid rule was based on awell-
reasoned review of the facts and did not, as suggested by Ausmont, smply rely upon the facts
presented in prior reviews. The petitioner States that Ausmont is aso incorrect in its satement that the
Department has held it to a different sandard of specid rule digibility. The petitioner notes that
Ausmont’sligt of caseswith amilar circumstances in which the Department gpplied the specid rule
does not take into congderation the Department’ s anaysi's regarding administrative burden and
accuracy related to the calculating the cogts of further manufacturing.

Furthermore, the petitioner argues that Ausmont’ s request to invoke the specid rule would provide the
respondent with another way of circumventing the order, which includes wet reactor bead due to the
further manufacturing of the wet reactor bead in the United States.

The petitioner dso ates that Ausmont’s claim that the price-to-price comparison of imported wet
reactor bead and granular PTFE resinisunfair is false and ignores the Department’ s preference for
identica or smilar merchandise comparisons. The petitioner states that the Department should follow its
edtablished hierarchica procedures of using identical and smilar price comparisons, which would
properly match the imported wet reactor bead and the granular PTFE resin, rather than using CV as
suggested by Ausimont.

Department’s position: We agree with the petitioner. Our decison to refrain from gpplying the specid
rulein this case is gppropriate, and is in accordance with section 772(e) of the Act and the
Department’s established practice. Aswe stated in our November 29, 2001, letter to Ausimont,® the
datute specifies that the use of the optionsidentified in section 772(€)(1) and (€)(2) is contingent upon
the existence of aquantity of sales sufficient to provide areasonable basis for comparison, and a
decision that the use of such salesis appropriate® Moreover, because the purpose of section 772(e)
is to reduce the administrative burden on the Department,? the Department retains the authority to

18 See Letter from the Department of Commerce to Ausimont, dated November 29, 2001, including
Memorandum from Magd Zal ok to Holly Kuga, Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import Administration, dated
December 9, 1999.

19 See Tapered Roller Bearings and Parts Thereof, Finished and Unfinished, From Japan, and Tapered
Roller Bearings, Four Inches or Lessin Outside Diameter, and Components Thereof, From Japan; Final Results of
Antidumping Duty Administrative Reviews, 63 FR 2558, 2561 (January 15, 1998).

% See SAA at 825.
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refrain from applying the specid rule in those Situations where the vaue added, while large, issmpleto
cdculate®

Aswe stated in the November 29, 2001, |etter to Ausmont, the facts of this case support the
Department’ s decision to refrain from usng Ausmont’ s non-further-manufactured sales as proxies for
its sdes of granular PTFE resin, further manufactured from imported wet raw polymer. Firgt, the
information we have on the record of this case clearly showsthat Ausmont’s U.S. sdles of further-
manufactured merchandise represent alarge portion of itstotd U.S. sdles of the subject merchandise
during the POR. Ausimont states that the proportion of further- manufactured sales has decreased
gnce the previous review and dlams that this fact demondrates a“very sgnificant shift in trade flows.”
We disagree and continue to find thet, in this review, asin the previous review, further-manufactured
sdes comprise avery sgnificant portion of the volume and value of U.S. sdes. Therefore, we continue
to believe that using the non-further-manufactured saes as a proxy for Ausmont’ s further-manufactured
sdeswould introduce ardatively high potentia for inaccuracy.

Second, we stated in our November 29, 2001, letter that the burden of using the Department’s
gtandard methodology, by including further-manufactured sales in its margin cdculation, isrelatively

low. We stated that based on our experience, we know that the further manufacturing of wet raw
polymer into PTFE resin is not avery complex process? We have consistently included Ausimont’s
sdes of further-manufactured wet raw polymer in our andysis and have experience with and knowledge
of Ausmont’ s further-manufactured sales, as wdl as with the caculation of the cost of further-
manufacturing in the United States with respect to these sdes. Ausmont argues that, given the facts of
this case, the Department’ s gpplication of the traditiona further-manufacturing andys's produces
distorted results; however, Ausmont does not provide any evidence as to why the results, athough less
favorable to Ausmont than disregarding further manufactured sdes, are inaccurate. Given the smplicity
of the further-manufacturing process, the further-manufacturing andysisitsdf is not complicated and,
therefore, the burden of thisandyssisreatively low.

Findly, in the fina results of this review, we have continued to compare sdes of further- manufactured
wet raw polymer to home market sales of Smilar merchandise rather than, as Ausmont suggested, CV.
The Act and the Department’ s regulations set forth a preference for basing normal value on the price of
the foreign like product and for making price-to-price comparisons, whenever possble. See section
773(Q)(1)(A) of the Act and section 351.404(f) of the Department’ sregulations. This preference for a
price-to-price comparison has been most recently affirmed by the Court of Appedlsfor the Federa
Circuitin Cemex SA. v. United States, 133 F.3d 897 (Fed.Cir.1998) (Cemex), which noted thet,

2 See Antifriction Bearings (Other Than Tapered Roller Bearings) and Parts Thereof from France,

Germany, Italy, Japan, Romania, Singapore, Sveden, and the United Kingdom; Final Results of Antidumping Duty
Administrative Reviews, 63 FR 33320, 33338 (June 18, 1998).

2 SeeFinal Circumvention Determination.
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when home market sales of identicad merchandise are unavailable, the statute requires that normd vaue
be based on non-identical, but similar merchandise, rather than CV.

In cases where we do not find that the identical products were sold in the home market, we will then
identify, using a product matching methodol ogy, the product sold in the foreign market thet is most
smilar to the product sold in the United States. See section 773 (8)(6)(C)(ii) of the Act. For those
non-identical or most smilar products which are identified based on the Department’ s product matching
criteria, we make a“ difference in merchandise’” (DIFMER) adjustment to the home market sales price
to account for the actud physica differences between the products sold in the U.S. and the home
market or third-country market. The Satuteis slent, however, asto the precise manner in which smilar
merchandiseisto be identified. Because the antidumping statute does not detail the methodology that
must be used in determining what congtitutes “similar” merchandise, the Department has broad
discretion, implicitly delegated to it by Congress, to apply an gppropriate mode match methodology to
determine which home market models are properly comparable with U.S. models under the Statute.?®
Furthermore, the Courts will uphold the Department’s model match methodology aslong asit is
reasonable.?*

As Ausmont notes, in this review, there are no home market sales of wet raw polymer; however, we
note that, in the preliminary results, the Department was able to match every further- manufactured sde
to smilar merchandise sold in the home market. Such matches were possible because wet raw
polymer and the various grades of granular PTFE resin have smilar physica characteridtics, asthe
granular PTFE resin is produced from “relatively smple’® processing of the wet raw polymer. If the
wet raw polymer and granular PTFE resin were o physicaly dissmilar asto prevent their comparison,
the extensve and cosily additiona processing included in the cost of the granular PTFE resin would
prevent such a comparison under the Department’ s DIFMER test. Therefore, we continue to find that
it is gppropriate to compare sdes of wet raw polymer to sales of smilar granular PTFE resinin the
home market, provided such saes passthe DIFMER test.

Comment4:  Treatment of sales of off-spec merchandise

3 Seee.g., Koyo Seiko Co., Ltd., et. al. v. United States, 66 F.3d 1204 (Fed. Cir. 1995).

2 See NTN Bearing Corp. of America, et al v. United States, 924 F. Supp. 200 (CIT 1996); SKF USA Inc., et
al v. United States, 876 F. Supp 275 (CIT 1995).

% SeeFinal Circumvention Determination at 26102: “Further, our comparison of respondents U.S. and
Italian post-treatment processes supports our preliminary conclusion that post-treatment processes are not complex
relative to the processes required to produce PTFE wet raw polymer, and do not fundamentally alter the nature of the
product. Asaresult, we reaffirm our preliminary determination that, within the context of the overall production
process for granular PTFE resin, the processes that respondents currently perform in the United States arerelatively
simple.”
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Ausmont argues that the Department should exclude home market off-spec sdes in the calculation of
norma vaue. According to Ausmont, the Department’s regulations, at section 351.102, Sate that
sdes “outsde the ordinary course of trade’ include “sales or transactions involving off-quality
merchandise” In addition, Ausimont notes that the Department has excluded off-spec sdes as outsde
the ordinary course of tradein prior segments of this proceeding.

Ausmont aso argues that certain U.S. sdles were of “ off-gpec” merchandise outside the ordinary
course of trade and, therefore, should not be included for purposes of cdculating the find margin.
According to Ausmont, the off-gpec merchandise was held in inventory 12 to 15 times longer than the
normal course of business and, as aresult, there was an extraordinarily long time between importation
and sde. Ausmont notes that the Court of Internationa Trade (CIT) has observed that the Department
need not include every U.S. sdle of subject merchandisein every case. Furthermore, the CIT has
stated that the Department must apply a methodology that accounts for unrepresentative salesto
achieve afair comparison.?® Asaresult, Ausmont argues that inclusion of the U.S. off-spec sales, with
their aberrationa inventory carrying costs, produces an unfair comparison; therefore, the Department
should exclude such sdesfrom its andyss.

The petitioner replies that the Department lacks adequate information from the respondent about the
U.S. off-gpec sdes and should continue to calculate the actual margin for these sdles. The petitioner
further arguesthat even if the Department should accept that these sales are off-gpec, Ausmont’s claim
that the U.S. sales should be excluded as outside the ordinary course of trade should be disallowed.
The petitioner notes that the off-gpec sales can only be outsde the ordinary course of trade if they are
home market sales. Finaly, the petitioner contends that, even if the exclusion of U.S. sdesis warranted
in extraordinary circumstances, such excluson is not warranted in this case because Ausmont has not
adequately supported its claim. For these reasons, the petitioner argues that the Department should
include the off-spec sdlesinitsfind andyss and compare those sdesto CV.

Department’s position: With regard to the home market off-spec sales, we have included those sdesin
its calculaion of normd vaue, but have designated them as sdes of “non-prime’ merchandise.
Although the respondent has argued that such sales are * outsde the ordinary course of trade,” it has
failed to provide evidence to support itsclam. We note that, while the Department’ s regulations alow
the exclusion of sdes of off-qudity merchandise as outsde the ordinary course of trade, the
Department is not required to do so. In fact, the Department’s normal practiceisto include al sales of
off-gpec or non-prime merchandise in its caculation and restrict matches of non-prime sdesin the

% See Ausimont’s case brief at 10, citing American Permac, Inc. v. United States, 783 F. Supp. 1421, 1423
(CIT 1992), quoted with approval in Windmill International PTE, Ltd. v. United States, 193 F. Supp. 2d. 1303, 1312
(CIT 2002); FAG U.K. Ltd. v. United States, 945 F. Supp. 260, 265 (CIT 1996); FAG Italia SpA v. United States, 948 F.
Supp. 67, 71 (CIT 1996).
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United States to non-prime sales in the home market.?” Furthermore, it should be noted that, because
Ausmont’s home market off-spec sales are treated as non-prime merchandise, they will not be
matched to U.S. sadles.

We agree with the petitioner, with respect to the U.S. off-gpec sdes, that we should calculate actua
dumping marginsfor dl U.S. sdesaswe did in the preliminary results. Our position is consstent with
existing case law supporting the use of dl U.S. sdesin the margin calculation. We disagree with
Ausimont’ s view that the U.S. off-gpec sdles are outside the ordinary course of trade, and therefore
should be excluded. Thisline of reasoning only gpplies to the caculation of norma vaue based on
home market sdlesand not to U.S. sdles. The CIT has held, in two separate decisions, that U. S, sales
both inside and outside the ordinary course of trade are to be included in the U.S. price calculations.®

In addition, Ausmont failed to prove that the merchandise in question is, in fact, off-spec. In spite of
numerous attempts by the Department to determine the nature of the off-spec sales clamed by
Ausimont, the Department never received satisfactory evidence from the respondent. On three separate
instances the Department requested information from Ausimont regarding the off-spec U.S. sdes. In
the supplementa questionnaire, dated August 8, 2002, the Department requested Ausimont to report al
sdesinthe U.S. market of off-spec merchandise. The Department further clarified and repested this
guestion in aletter to Ausmont, dated August 16, 2002. The Department noted the failure to provide
the requested information in its preliminary results calculation memorandum, dated September 3, 2002.
Again, in aletter dated September 4, 2002, the Department requested Ausimont to supply information
and documentation regarding the aleged off-spec salesin its response of September 17, 2002. In each
of these cases, Ausmont provided no definitive information or supporting documentation to
demondtrate that merchandise in question was actudly off-gpec.

For the above-stated reasons, for the final results of this review, we treated the purported U.S. off-spec
sdes as sdes of prime merchandise, aswe did in the preliminary results. However, as Ausmont
provided the appropriate control number and product code for these salesin its supplemental
guestionnaire response, we dtered the methodology used in the preiminary results, in which we
matched the off-spec salesto CV, and have matched the off-spec salesto sdles of identical or smilar
merchandise in the home market.

Comment 5:  Treatment of negative margins

27 See Notice of Final Determination of Sales at Less Than Fair Value; Certain Hot-Rolled Carbon Steel
Flat Products From The Netherlands, 66 FR 50408 (October 3, 2001) and accompanying |ssues and Decision
Memorandum, at Comment 3.

2 See the petitioner’ srebuttal brief at 5, citing Bowe Passat Reingigungs-und Washchereitechnik GmbH v.
United States, 926 F. Supp. 1138, 1147-48 (CIT 1996) and Floral Trade Council v. United States, 15 CIT 497, 508 n.
18, 775 F. Supp. 1492 (CIT 1991).
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Ausmont, in its case brief, argues that the Department should reevauate its methodology of assigning a
zero margin to export price (EP) or CEP sdes made above normd vaue as used in thisreview.
According to Ausmont, section 731 of the Act Stipulates that the Department “ may impose antidumping
duties only when the determination isthat a class or kind of foreign merchandiseis being, or islikely to
be, sold in the United States at lessthan itsfair vaue.” Based on this reading, Ausmont argues, the
margin caculation in thisreview violates antidumping law and isimpermissble asit ignores the
difference by which CEP of U.S. sdes exceeds normd vaue. Ausmont further argues that the
exclusion of saesin which CEP exceeds normd vaue prevents the analyss of “contradictory evidence,
or evidence from which conflicting inferences can be drawn,” as noted in arelated Federa Circuit
decision,? that would alow for an unbiased margin calculation. Ausimont contends that, for these
reasons, the evidence of the sales above fair value should be equaly evauated with thet of sales below
far vdue. Ausmont further relies upon two decisons by WTO Pands as support for its argument.

Ausimont notes that the first WTO Pand decision™ should be interpreted to mean that the

Department’ sfailure to offset positive margins with negative marginsin this review violates both the
Antidumping Agreement and the antidumping statute. The second WTO decision’® relatesto thearm’s
length test and determined, as noted by Ausmont, that the Department’s arm’s length test did not
properly dlow for the even weighting of affiliated transactions that occurred above the prices of
unaffiliated transactions as it did to those that occurred below the prices of unaffiliated transactions.
Ausmont notes that the Department’ s response to the WTO panel decison was to alter its
methodology. Ausimont clams that this offers further proof that, when the Department employs a
biased methodology, the Department is not making a“fair comparison.”

The petitioner argues that the Department should rgject Ausmont’s request for an offset in ingtances of
sdes with negative margins. The petitioner sates that Ausmont’ s arguments are incorrect in that they
are premised on areading of Section 731 of the Act, which gppliesto investigations. The petitioner
contends that the relevant section of the Act is Section 751 because it relates to administrative reviews.
According to the petitioner, this section requires the analyss to focus on the dumping margin for each
individua entry rather than on the class of merchandise as argued by Ausmont. The petitioner contends
that, if Congress had contemplated negative assessments of duties, it would have clearly stated its intent
in the statute. The petitioner aso argues the Department would be making new legd precedent if it
were to follow Ausmont’s request. The petitioner states that the CI T has, in several decisons,
explained that the Department should continue to follow its current methodology by zeroing negative
margins. The petitioner further notes that although Ausimont cited decisons from the WTO Pandl that

2 Taiwan Semiconductor Ind. Assoc. V. United States, 266 F.3d 1339, 1345 (Fed. Cir. 2001).

% European Communities - Anti-Dumping Duties on Imports of Cotton-Type Bed Linen from India,
WT/DS141/R, Sections 6.116 and 6.119 (October 30, 2000) (Bed Linens).

31 United States - Anti-Dumping Measures on Certain Hot-Rolled Steel Products from Japan,
WT/DS/'184/AB/R (July 24, 2001).
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found that the practice of zeroing is unlawful, the Department is under no obligation under U.S. law to
recognize a decision between the European Union and India. For dl of these stated reasons, the
petitioner argues that the Department should continue its standard practice,

Department’ s position We disagree with Ausmont and have not changed our methodology with
respect to the calculation of the weighted-average dumping margin for the fina results. Aswe have
discussed in prior cases, our methodology is consistent with our statutory obligations under the Act.®2

Section 771(35)(A) of the Act defines "dumping margin” as "the amount by which the norma vaue
exceeds the export price or constructed export price of the subject merchandise.” Section 771(35)(B)
of the Act defines "weighted-average dumping margin® as "the percentage determined by dividing the
aggregate dumping margins determined for a specific exporter or producer by the aggregate export
prices and constructed export prices of such exporter or producer.” These sections, taken together,
direct the Department to aggregate dl individua dumping margins, each of which is determined by the
amount by which normal value exceeds EP or CEP, and to divide this amount by the value of dl sdes.
The directive to determine the "aggregate dumping margins' in section 771(35)(B) of the Act makes
clear that the singular "dumping margin” in section 771(35)(A) of the Act applies on a comparison-
specific level, and does not itself gpply on an aggregate basis. At no stage in this processis the amount
by which EP or CEP exceeds norma vaue on sdesthat did not fall below norma vaue permitted to
cancel out the dumping margins found on other sdes. This does not mean, however, that salesthat did
not fal below norma vaue are ignored in caculating the weighted-average rate. It isimportant to note
that the weighted-average margin will reflect any "non-dumped” merchandise examined during the
adminidrative review; the value of such sdlesisincluded in the denominator of the dumping rate, while
no dumping amount for "non-dumped" merchandise isincluded in the numerator. Thus, agreater
amount of "non-dumped” merchandise resultsin alower weighted-average margin.

Finaly, with respect to Ausmont’s WTO-specific arguments, U.S. law, asimplemented through the
Uruguay Round Agreements Act, is congstent with our WTO obligations. See Statement of
Adminigtrative Action (SAA), H. R. Doc. No. 103-316 (1994) at 669. Moreover, the Bed Linens
decisgon concerned a dispute between the European Union and India. We have no obligation under
U.S. law to act on thisdecison. Similarly, the WTO pand decison regarding the arm’s length test did

32 See, e.g., Final Determination of Sales at Less than Fair Value: Certain Softwood Lumber Products
from Canada, 66 FR 15539 (April 2, 2002), and accompanying | ssues and Decision Memorandum, at Comment 12,
and Final Determination of Sales at Less Than Fair Value: Certain Hot-Rolled Carbon Steel Flat Products from
the Netherlands, 66 FR 50408 (October 3, 2001), and accompanying | ssues and Decision Memorandum, at Comment
1; see also, Tapered Roller Bearings and Parts Thereof, Finished and Unfinished, from the People's Republic of
China: Final Results of 2000- 2001 Administrative Review, Partial Rescission of Review, and Determination to
Revoke Order, in Part, 67 FR 68990, (November 14, 2002), and accompanying | ssues and Decision Memorandum, at
Comment 9.
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not address the Department’ s practice of zeroing negative margins. Accordingly, we are continuing to
goply our margin cdculation methodology pursuant to Department practice.

Comment 6:  Packing expenses for further-manufactured sales

The petitioner clamsin its case brief that Ausmont may have omitted packing expenses for certain
further-manufactured sdes. The petitioner argues that, athough Ausimont sates in its questionnaire
response that the merchandise is packed in one section and then transferred to a second section for
additiona processing and packing, Ausmont did not report packing expenses related to the second
section. Therefore, the petitioner states that the Department should correct this problem by adding an
estimated amount for the omitted packing expense to dl sales processed in this section.

Ausmont repliesthat it did not omit the packing codts, therefore, the Department should not apply facts
avallable to the further-manufactured sdesin question. The respondent argues that packing expenses
related to the second section were included as part of the first section packing expenses because they
were sufficiently smal as not to warrant a further breskout. Ausmont contends that, if the Department
were to use facts available and add an additional expense for the second section, it would result ina
double counting of this expense.

Ausmont, in its November 14, 2002, response to the Department’ s second supplemental
questionnaire, provided arevised exhibit in which the packing expenses are properly assigned to each
section. Ausmont states that, if the Department adds the additiona packing expense to the second
section, it should decrease the packing expensesin the firgt section to avoid the double counting of the
expense. The petitioner, in its November 25, 2002, comments argues that the Department should use
Ausmont’ s revised further-manufacturing costs in the fina results.

Department’ s position: In the find results of this review, we have used the revised further-
manufacturing costs provided in Ausmont’ s second supplemental questionnaire response (Exhibit S
36). Asdated by Ausmont and accepted by the petitioner, the revised costs reflect the actud packing
costs incurred in each section of the further-manufacturing process.

Comment 7:  Issuance of draft final results

The respondent requests that the Department alow the parties to have an opportunity to comment on
any changes made to the preiminary results prior to issuing itsfind determination. The respondent
argues that since it submitted information related to its home market in response to the Department’s
supplementa questionnaire after the issuance of the preliminary results, the parties should be alowed to
comment on any changes that the Department may make to the preliminary results not previoudy
addressed in the parties’ briefs.

The petitioner did not brief thisissue,
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Department’ s position: The Department frequently introduces changes in methodology or more in-
depth andysisinitsfina results as aresult of further andysis and congderation of interested party
comments. In fact, section 351.301(c)(2) of the Department’ s regulations states that “the Secretary
may request any person to submit factua information at any time during a proceeding.” Clearly, the
regulations contemplate that the Department may need to request additiond information between the
preliminary and fina results of areview; however, thereis no datutory or regulatory obligation for the
Department to issue draft find results for comment and we have not done so here.

Comment 8:  Factory overhead and G& A expenses for further-manufactured sales

The petitioner argues that Ausmont improperly reported “fixed overhead expensesin the G& A
expense category” asindirect sdling expenses for its further-manufactured sales. According to the
petitioner, Ausmont alocated only some of the sdlling, generd, and adminidtrative (SG& A) expenses
reported on in Ausmont USA’ sfinancid statement. Therefore, the petitioner requests that the
Department adjust the respondent’ s submitted costs of further manufacturing to account for the omitted
factory overhead included in the respondent’s SG& A.

Ausimont contends that it reported SG& A expenses based on POR costs and has properly assigned
SG&A expenses to both categories of merchandise. Furthermore, Ausmont notes that, in Section C of
its questionnaire responsg, it provided aworksheet that ties the SG& A expense totd to Ausmont
USA’sfinancid gatements. Ausmont argues that if the G& A expenses already alocated to U.S. sdes
were dso included in the cogts of further manufacturing then the Department would be double counting
the G& A expenses. Asaresult, Ausmont claims that no adjustment to the further-manufactured costs

IS necessary.

Department’ s position We agree with the respondent. In its August 30, 2002, response to the
Department’ s supplementa questionnaire, Ausmont stated that it included the SG& A expensesin
Ausmont USA'’sfinancid statement in indirect saling expenses. Inits rebutta brief, Ausmont notes
that itsindirect salling expense calculation worksheet divides the expensesinto sdlling and G& A
expenses and dlocates a portion of each category to sales of subject merchandise. The petitioner
seems to suggest that Ausmont should have dlocated dl of the SG& A expenses on itsincome
statement to sales of subject merchandise; however, given that Ausmont produces a number of other
products, such an dlocation would be ingppropriate. We have examined Ausmont’s dlocation of its
sling and SG& A expenses and find it to be reasonable. Furthermore, the total amount of SG& A
expenses on the indirect selling expense worksheet tiesto Ausmont USA’ s financid statements.

In its supplementa questionnaire response, Ausimont further clarified that G& A expenses related to
further-manufactured merchandise are classified as Orange plant indirect overhead and are included in
Ausmont USA’sfinancia statement as part of fixed overhead, not SG&A. Therefore, we conclude
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that Ausmont has properly accounted for and reported al SG& A expenses associated with further-manufacturing.

Recommendation

Based on our analysis of the comments received, we recommend adopting the above positions.
If this recommendation is accepted, we will publish the final results of this review in the Federal
Regiger.

AGREE DISAGREE

Faryar Shirzad
Assgant Secretary
for Import Administration

Date



